
iversal Service CC &&et 96-45 

1 CommunicationsCommi~ions'(FCC)psition to change the Universal Sewice 
y flat fee. Many of your constituents. including me, my friends, family and neighbors, 

will b. negatiwlg impacted by the unfair change proposed by the KC. 

Asyouknow,USFiscumently collectedonarevenuehia. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. I f t h e K C c h a n g e s  
thataystemtoaflat fee,that meansthatsomeonewbo~onetho~nd~nu~amonthoflongdistance.payagrthesame 
amount intothefundassomeonewbousmie~ominutmof longdiatanceamonth. C o m t i t u e n b w h o w  theirlimitedrssources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing 80. 

Aflat  feetaxcouldcausemang low-volumelongdistMceusezalikestudent~pzepaidwizelesausezaseniorcitirem andlow- 
income residential and mrd consumem, to give up theiz phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their hills. Shifting 
t h e f u n d i ~ ~ ~ d ~ n d t h ~ U S F f r o m ~ ~ l u ~ ~ t o l o ~ ~ v o l u m e u ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ d i ~ a n d u n n e c ~ ~ y .  lnaddition,it w l d h a v e a  
highly detrimental effect on small businesres all acrm America. 
TheKeepUSFFair'airCaalition,of whichIamamembe~,keepsmeinfo~medabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newslettersandup 
to date  information on theirw&te,including links toFCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
companieutozecover,o~"paaralong'thasefeestotheircustomera thereality isthat they do. AsaconrumerIwouldlikeenaureI 
amchargedfairly. UtbeKCg-toanumbentaxed,my servicewillcost more. Andaccordingto theCoalitionkrecent 
meetingswith topRCofficials, t h e F C C h p l a n s  tocbangetoaflat feesystemsoonandwithout legislation. 

Iwil1continuetomonitordevelopmenbontheiasueandcontiauetoapl.ead thewordtomy community I requet  youpass 
along myconcemstotheKConmybe~lettingthemknowhowaflatfeetaxcoulddisproportionately a f f d  thmein your 
constituency. 

~ ~ ~ o u f ~ y o ~ z c o n t i n u ~ ~ ~ k ~ d l l o o k f o ~ a z d  tohearingabout yourpsitionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

Bill Gilly 

The Federal Communications Cornmiasion 
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CLAUDINE CORTOS 
907 SHEM CREEK C1.F. MYRTLE BEACH, SC 29588 

November 30,2005 11:18 PM 

Senator Jim Demint 
U. S. Senate 
340 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Demint: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
y concem to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 

constituency. 
! 

. -dnued - .  work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

CLAUDINE GORTON 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 1,2005 11:25 AM 

Representative Adam Putnam 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1213 Longwortb House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Putnam: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. 
my fiiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Larry Keane 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission ,. . 
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November 1,2005 11:25 AM 

Senator Richard Lugar 
U S .  Senate 
306 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washu@on, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Lugar: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and nual consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. %le I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know bow a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Jeffrey Richardson 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Robert WNorris 
307 Beacon Point Dr , Perryville, MD 21903-2571 

November 30,2005 11 :40 PM 

Senator Paul Sarbanes 
U.S. Senate 
309 Hart Senate Oftice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Sarbanes: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert W Noms 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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p a  chappell 
4261 grange hall #76, holly, MI 40442-1173 

November 30,2005 11:15 PM 

Senator Carl Levin 
U.S. senate 
269 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

, . ,. 
? 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal S.$rvice CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Levin: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF kom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

gina chappell 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Nwember1.2005 1139AM 

Senator Robert Byrd 
USSenate 
311 Hart SenateOflice Building 
We. sh ing ton , lX20510-~1  

SubjectReFederal-State Joint Boardon U n i v e n a l S e m i c e C C I k e t  96-43 

Dear Senator Byrd: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Gmmissionsl (FCC) position to change the Universal Service 
Fund(USF)mllection method toamonthlyflat fee. Many of you,constituents,includingme,myfriends,familyandneighbola, 
willbe negatively impacted by t h e u n f a i r c h a n g e p ~ o ~ h y  theFCC. 

As you know, USF is cunently collected on a revenue basis. People who we more p a y  more into the system. If the FCC changes 
thatsyrtemtoaflatfee,that meansthat someonewhousesonethouMndminutmamoathof longdiatance,paystheesame 
amount into the fund m ~ o m e ~ n e  who uses rero minutes of long distance a month Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized fordoing ea 

Aflat fee taxrouldcausemany low-volumelongdirtanceusers,likeatudenb,p~~idwirelessusen,seniorciti~elu andlow- 
income residential and mral Consumers, togiveup their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
thefunding burdenof theUSFfromhi&mlume to low-mlumeuserJ i s~ad ica landunn~ .  Inaddition,itwouldhavea 
h g h l y  detrimental efl ect on small businews all acrogl America 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,of whichtame me&r,k-meinformed&ut theUSFismewithmonthly n e d e t t e n a n d u p  
todateinfomationon theirwe~ite,includinglinlca toFCCinformation. Whiletamaware that f ede ra l l awdm not require 
companierto*-ve*,ol."pasaalong"th~efeestotheircustomela,thereality is that they do. AsaconsumerIwouldlikeeenaureI 
amchargedfairly. IftheFCCgoes toanumbemtaxed,my senricewillcostmore. Andaccording totheCoalitionhrecent 
meetings with topFCC officials, theFCC has plans to change to aflat fee system simn and without legislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonito~developmentson theissueandcontinue tospreadthewordtomy mmmunity. Irequest youpasa 
alongmyconcerna totheFCConmybebslf,lettiagtbemknowhowaflatfeetaxcoulddisproportionately affect ihosein your 
constituency. 

Thankgouforyourmntinuedworkandt lookfornard tohearing about yourpmitionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

JackieBates 

cc: 
TheFederal Cornmuaimtiom Commission 
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Bob Cleary 
205 Locust Ct. , 

1 November 1,2005 11:29 AM 

RECEIVED& INSPECTU) 
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Senator Debbie Stabenow 
U.S. Senate 
133 Hart Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Stabenow: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Bob Cleary , .  
. .  . i ., 

cc: ,, . 
The Federal Communications Commission 

, .  



I FCC-MAILROOM I -. 
Carla Lamarr 
6715 NW 17th Ct , Margate, FL 33063-2530 

November 1,2005 11:27AM 

Senator Bill Nelson 
U S .  Senate 
716 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Nelson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the m e  amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF *om high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Carla Lamarr 
i :  cc: 

The Federal Communications,Cohvnission 
. .  

, i , *  



November 1,2005 10:41 AM 

Senator Mike DeWine 
U.S. Senate 
140 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator DeWine: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Candace Lambert 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November 1,2005 11:36AM 

Representative Louise Slaughter 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2469 Raybum House Office Bldg 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Slaughter: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volums long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF fiom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Lawrence Ingham 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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I FCC-MAILROOM I 
Robert Farmer 
639 Midway Blvd. , Novato, CA 94947-4830 

November 1,2005 11:12 AM 

Senator Barbara Boxer 
U.S. Senate 
112 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Boxer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Farmer 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



6414 Stover Ave , Cincinnati, OH 45237 

November 1,2005 11:13 AM 

Senator Mike DeWine 
US.  Senate 
140 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator DeWine: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Abe Merdinger 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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JOHN MASON 
500 DORTON ST, BAY, AR 7241 1 

November 1,2005 11:3OAM 

Senator Blanche Lincoln 
US. Senate 
355 Dirhen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Lincoln: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the Same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

JOHN MASON 

, ,  cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission ~ 
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505 7th Ave SE , Oelwein, IA 50662-284s 

November 1,2005 1052 AM 

Representative Jim Nussle 
US.  House of Representatives 
303 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Nussle: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter, 

Sincerely, 

Robert Larimer 

, . . .  ,.,,,,. . 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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November l, 2005 ll:4OAM 

Senator Dianne Feinatein 
USSenate 
331 Hart Senate M i c e  Building 
W a s h i ~ t o n , D C 2 0 5 1 0 - ~ 1  

Subject Re: FederalState Joint Bcard on Universal Service CC Docket 96-43 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commiarionsl (FCC) position to change the Universal Service 
Fund (USF)mllec+ion methcd to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, 
willbenegatively impacted by theunfairchangepropcsedbg theFCC. 

A. you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue h i s .  People who use more pay  more into the system. Il the FCC changes 
thatsystem toaflat  fee,that mwn3thatsomeonewhou3esonethouMndminutesamonthof longdidance,paysthesme 
amount into thefund~Lsomeonewhousesrerominutesof longdistanceamonth Conatituentswhowe theirlimitedresourc.cea 
wisely should not be penalized fordoing m. 

Afkt fee tax couldcause many low?rolume long distance usem, likestudents, prepaidwirelessusem, senior citizens and low- 
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to undfordable monthly increases on their hills. Shifting 
thefunding burdenof theUSFfromhighMlumetolow-volumeusers~radicalandunnffearary. Inaddition,itwouldhavea 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all acrm America 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,ofwhichIamamembe~,keepsmeinformedabout theUSFisauewithmonthly newlettersandup 
to date information on their webite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
companiestorRover,or"paMalong'thesefees totheircuatomers,thereality is that they do. AaaconsumerIwouldlikeensureI 
amchargedfairly. If theFCCgoestoanumbers taxedmy servicewillmt more. Andaccording totheCoalition'srecent 
meetingawith topFCCdficials,theFCChasplan~tochangetoaflatfeesyatemMnoandwithout legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue andcontinue tospread theword to my community. I request you pass 
along my concerns to theFCCon my behalf, letting themknowhowa flat fee taxcoulddisproportionately affect tharein your 
constituency. 

Tha~youforgou~mntinuedwo~kand1lwkforwardtohearingabout yourpositionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

don grab 

CE: 

The Federal Communications Cornmiasion 
. ,  

' .  

.~ . .  . .  
, .  



November 1,2005 11 :32 AM 

Representative John Linder 
U S .  House of Representatives 
1026 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Linder: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constintents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF kom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Thomas Walton 

cc: i 

The Federal Communications Commission 
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November 1,2005 1054 AM 

Senator Debbie Stabenow 
U.S. Senate 
133 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Seqator Stabenow: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the Same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF l?om high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Sara Giesmann 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Laura MansfieU 
4393 Prentice Rd. Ext., West Farmington, OH 44491-8713 

November 1,2005 11:04 AM 

Senator George Voinovich 
U.S. Senate 
524 Hart Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 I 
Dear Senator Voinovich: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of wbicb I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know bow a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Laura Mansfield 

cc: 
The Federal Coqunications Commission 
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7431 Celina-Mendon Rd. P. 0. Box 373, Celina OH 45822-0373 

November l, 2005 11:41 AM 

Representative Pad Gillmor 
US. House of Representatives 
1 2 0 3 L o n g w o ~ h H o u s e O i ~ ~ i l d i n g  
Washington, DC 205l5-oOo1 

Subj,t:Re:Fede,al-StateJoint BoardonUnivenalServiceCCDoclret 96-45 

Dear Representative Gillmor: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissioni (FCC) position to change the Universal Service 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, 
willbenegatively impacted by theunfairchangeproposedbg theFCC. 

Asyouknow,USFiscunentlycollectedonarevenuebasis. Peoplewhowmorepay moreintothesyatem. ll theFCCchanges 
that systemtoaflat fee,that mwnsthataomeonewhousesonethouMndminutesamonthoflongdistance,paysthesame 
amount into thefundassomeonewhouresEerominutesof longdistanceamonth Gnstituentswhouse their limitedresources 
wisely should not be penalired for doing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcause many low-wlumelongdistanceuseralikeetudents,pre~dwi~elelearuserasenioicitirenrandlow- 
income residential and rural conaumera to give up their phones due  to unaffordahle monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from h i h  volume to low-volume usem is iadical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 

h i h l y  detrimental effect on small businesses all across America 
~eKKwpUSFFairCoalition,ofwhichIamamember, keeps meinformedsbout theUSFissuewithmonthly newslettersandup 
todateinfomation on theirwebsite,indudingglinlw toFCCinformation. Whilelamaware that federal lawdoesnot require 
companies to recover, or "pam along" these fees to their customera the r d i t y  is that they da As a consumer I would like ensure I 
amchargedfairly. If theFCCgOes toanumbentaxed,my servicewillcostmore. Andaccordingto theCoalitionbrecent 
meetings with topFCCofficials, theFCChrs phna to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordevelopmenisonthei~ueandcontinueto~readthewordtomy community. Ireyuest youpass 
along my concerns totheFCConmy behaltletting themknowhowaflatfeetaxcodd~l.opo~ionatelyaffect thmein your 
constituency. 

ThankyouforyourmntinuedworkandIlwkforwardtohmringsboutyourpositionon thismatter 

Sincerely, 

K a y  Hume 



Representative Ileana Ros-Lehtinen 
US.  House of Representatives 
2160 Rayburn House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-StateJoint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

-d 
e n t a t i v i  (os-Lehtinen: 

1 

Commissions' (FCC) position to change the' 
fiat fee.  any of your constituenra, , ,ltkiiig me, 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

-.--__... _ _  - 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minntes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give np their phones due to nnaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While 1 am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Richard Crain 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 

,.I . 

, .  

. . .  . .  
. .  

. , .  

, .  , . . , .  , ,  . .. 

. <  

. ,  , , . I /  

,! ;j < '' , , . , .  , 

. .  



Robert Hasenfuss 
P 0. Box 374, Hagaman, NY 12086 ' ~'W/,V 11 

November 30,2005 10:49 PM 

Representative John McHugh 
US. House of Representatives 
2333 Raybum House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative McHugh 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a bigbly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my semice 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Robert Hasenfuss 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



r 
Bill Swartz 

November 1,2005 10:45 AM 

Representative Jim Leach 
US.  House of Representatives 
2 186 Raybum House Office B ' 

Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal- on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

. ,  
. .  

Dear Representative Leach 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF fiom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Bill Swam 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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November 30,2005 1055 PM 

Representative Melissa Bean 
U. S. House of Representatives 
5 12 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Bean: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

lisa formanski 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Louise Faulcon I -  
4789 Chatford Ave ,Baltimore, MD 21206-6866 

- 

November 1,2005 11:OO AM 

Representative Dutch Ruppersberger 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1630 Longworth House Office Building 
Washmgton, DC 20515-0001 

"a& 
w 

Subject: Re: Federal- t Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Ruppersberger: 

I ha% scriow concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Univasal Service Fund (TJSF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my Hends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF fiom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a Fonsumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know bow a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Louise Faulcon 

,.g , ' :  

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 


